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Abstract: The entrepreneurship has become the one of mechanism of building 
economies; the present study Entitled Entrepreneurship Study for Self-Reliance in 
Emergency and Hos Communities had aim to answer five key sets of questions around: 
[1] the current Livelihoods options and income pattern (including distribution of 
income by sources); [2] Current expenditure pattern and distribution of expenditures 
by major items/sectors; [3] the extent to which refugees and their host communities 
have deficit in meeting basic needs under current income/expenditure pattern; [4] the 
refugee aspirations in relation to livelihoods towards a thriving live; and [5] the current 
challenges and barriers to pursue livelihoods activities and economic inclusion. The 
study used a participatory approach to collect qualitative data through focus group 
discussions and key informant interviews with refugees, relevant government 
authorities, NGO staff and the private sector actors. The findings indicated that 
humanitarian assistance, in form of cash-based intervention, contributes 74% of 
refugees’ total income, supplemented by small business (8.2%), agriculture (6.3%), 
jobs (4.1%), savings (3.8%), remittances (0.7) and others (3.2). In terms of 
expenditures, most camp-based refugees and the surrounding host community 
members spend their income on food (58%), cooking and lighting energy (14.8%), 
clothing (11.9%), transport and communication (4.8%), education (3.7%), saving & 
investment (1.1%) and others (5.7%). While the rate of households that cannot afford 
basics needs varies depending on location, on average, more than 13% of all camp-
based refugees and 6.3% of urban refugees are extremely vulnerable and lack the 
capacity to engage in income-generating activities. The various challenges raised range 
from insufficient support to the quality of the projects of the implementing 
organizations. The study recommended the implementation of projects that focuses on 
provision of access to market-based TVET and start-up capital/kits.  
Keywords: Livelihoods in refugees and host communities, self-reliance factors 
in emergency settings, Entrepreneurship for poverty reduction.  
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I. Introduction  
Rwanda hosts 146,831 refugees who mainly fled conflicts in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo (52%) and Burundi (47.8%), settled in six camps and all urban 
areas, including Kigali and Huye (UNHCR, Content, 2020). While refugees from 
Burundi mainly arrived in the country in 2015 when political conflict erupted in 
Burundi, the majority of refugees from the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) have 
been in Rwanda for decades (Easton-Calabria, 2019). The UNHCR and the Ministry 
in Charge of Emergency as well as their humanitarians and development partners 
continue to provide them with humanitarian assistance to meet the basics needs, despite 
a range of challenges such as limited access to vocational training and land for refugees 
and insufficient budget for start-up capital (UNHCR, 2021). 
In order to foster socio-economic self-reliance, a joint strategy by the Ministry of 
Disaster Management and Refugee Affairs (MIDMAR) and the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) for furthering Economic Development in Host 
Communities through Refugee Self-Reliance (2016-2020) was developed. The 
strategy, with its three pillars (salaried employment, self-employment and advocacy 
initiatives), envisioned that by 2020 all refugees and neighboring communities would 
be able to realize their productive potential as self-sustaining members of Rwandan 
society who contribute to the economic development of their host districts (MIDIMAR 
& UNHCR, 2016). Furthermore, Rwanda also adopted the Comprehensive Refugee 
Response Framework (CRRF), which emphasized the socioeconomic inclusion of the 
refugees in the national system as well as engagement of the host communities by 
taking a whole of society approach (Crawford, Holloway, & Lowe, 2019).  
However, in support of the recent framework, there was a need to adjust the 
strategy to reflect the focus areas, approach and principles of the new framework. This 
includes but not limited to sharing the burden of budgets (in other words resource 
mobilization and development partnership); extending the focus to include the local 
host communities alongside the refugees for enhancing their self-reliance. In light of 
this, a study was conducted to explore the current challenges and opportunities within 
the livelihood sector in order to inform livelihoods and self-reliance programs, as well 
as to advise broader humanitarian and development actors, working in camps and the 
surrounding host communities. The study aimed to answer five key sets of questions 
around: 
[1] the current Livelihoods options and income pattern (including distribution of 
income by sources);  
[2] Current expenditure pattern and distribution of expenditures by major 
items/sectors;  
[3] the extent to which refugees and their host communities have deficit in 
meeting basic needs under current income/expenditure pattern;  
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[4] the refugee aspirations in relation to livelihoods towards a thriving live;  
[5] The current challenges and barriers to pursue livelihoods activities and 
economic inclusion. 
II. Methods 
The study used a participatory approach to collect qualitative data through focus 
group discussions (FGDs) and key informant interviews (KII) with refugees, relevant 
government authorities and NGO staff, private sector actors and UNHCR staff. Desk 
research was also used to collect data from existing documents, including NGO project 
reports and policy documents. In addition, the researchers also carried out several site 
visits, between June and July 2019 in the 6 camps, the neighboring host communities 
and the urban refugee setting of Kigali, for analytical observations. 
Focus groups and interviews were conducted with refugees and host communities 
in separate groups, men/women, youth and adolescent boys and girls, refugee 
leadership (represented by members of the executive committee); camp management, 
implementing partner and UNHCR staff. A standard participatory exercise format was 
conducted during the group exercise with five sets of key questions around study 
objectives.  
The assessment was carried out with the researchers’ own resources and expertise, 
and conclusions were drawn largely from the findings drawn from interaction with 
refugees and the host community members. Therefore, it should not be seen as 
completely independent but provides a comprehensive understanding of the livelihoods 
of refugees and the economic inclusion situation, with the main obstacles that were 
used to recommend the way forward. 
III. RESULTS 
Overall, the livelihoods assessment yielded mixed results. While beneficiaries 
reported many positive aspects of various livelihood interventions, they also identified 
several weaknesses. Beneficiaries particularly complained about insufficient support 
and raised questions about the quality of project implementation. They also identified 
several practical challenges that hampered the security of their food security and 
livelihoods. Some recommendations were also made by beneficiaries and other 
stakeholders to inform any future programming. 
1.1. Current Livelihoods Options and Income pattern  
For the camp-based refugees, monthly humanitarian assistance in the form of 
cash-based intervention (CBI) is the single most important income source. On average, 
about 74% of their total income and means of livelihoods, as reported by the refugees 
(see Figure 1). It varies from 65 to 93% of their total income. 
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  As is the case for the other 5 camps where refugees depend on CBI (on average 
65-76%), refugees living in Kiziba camp are the most dependent on CBI assistance 
(93%), possibly due to less livelihood and development penetration and high level of 
remoteness. Urban refugees do not receive any humanitarian aid, over 50% of their 
income comes from businesses, while about a quarter come from employment and the 
rest comes from remittances (11%), and other sources (see table 1 and figure 2). 
On the contrary, the members of the host community depend mainly on 
agriculture, where about 65% of their income comes from agriculture, followed by jobs 
(17%) and small businesses (13%) and the rest comes from other sources (5%). The 
host community around Mahama camp is more agrarian with 80% of income coming 
from agriculture, while Kigeme being the lowest (46%) where the community seems 
to have slightly better access to jobs (4.5%) and businesses (12.75%). After the urban 
refugee setting of Kigali, Kigeme camp has the highest share of 12.75% of income 
from employment, followed by Mahama (10.2%); Gihembe (10%); Nyabiheke (8.6%); 
Mugombwa (5.5%); and Kiziba with the lowest (3%). 
Table 1: Share of Income Sources to total household income by refugees and host 
communities 
Source: Livelihoods Assessment Field Surveys, June-July 2019 






CBI 73.7 0 0 
Businesses 8.2 51.2 12.5 
Job/Wage Employment 4.1 23.8 17.3 
Agriculture  6.3 0 64.8 
Savings 3.8 0 0 
Remittances 0.7 11.3 0 
Others 3.2 13.7 5.4 
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Similarly, among host communities, Kigeme has the highest share of income from 
employment (25%), followed by Mugombwa (10%), Kiziba (5%), and Mahama (10%). 
Comparable data was not available for the host community areas of Gihembe and 
Nyabiheke. Interestingly, with the exception of Kiziba and Mahama camps, refugee 
women in four other camps identified the 'savings groups' as one of the main sectors 
contributing to their income after the CBI and, overall, its contribution is not less than 
jobs / businesses / agriculture. Nyabiheke camp being the highest (29%) in terms of 
income from savings group activities, followed by Mugombwa (17.5%), Gihembe 
(14%) and Kigeme (9.8%). 
 
Source: Livelihoods Assessment Field Surveys, June-July 2019 
Remittances have a relatively lower contribution to the income of camp-based 
refugees, while urban refugees reported that around 11% of their income came from 
remittances, making it a specific characteristic of refugees who choose to live in urban 
areas without monthly humanitarian assistance. 
1.2. Current Expenditure pattern and distribution of expenditures by major 
items/sectors 
There is a clear spending pattern among both camp-based refugees and urban 
refugees in terms of priority items. For camp-based refugees, the main area of 
expenditure is obviously food. Refugees registered in camps receive cash for food or 
for non-food, instead of direct food/in-kind transfers. However, there are some 
exceptions where some direct food/in-kind transfers are made to a limited extent, with 
an average of 58% (see Figure 3 below); it ranges from the lowest 47.3% in Gihembe 
to 70.5% in the Mugombwa camp.  
While it is not clear why there is such a difference between the camps in terms of 
food expenditure, cross-analyzes and additional studies may be useful to understand 
the difference: for example, if Gihembe camp which is close to centers urban, like 
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Kigali, may be better placed to access other opportunities associated with the non-food 
expenditures of refugees. 
 
Source: Livelihood Assessment Field Survey, June-July 2019 
The second largest spending area is energy for cooking and lighting (14.8%), 
followed by clothing and other household items (NFI) (11.9%); education (3.7%), 
transport and communication (4.8%), saving and investment (1.1%), others (5.7%). 
Through focus group discussions, participants also revealed that some refugees spend 
part of their money on leasing/renting land outside the camp for crop production, which 
may have been included in the miscellaneous item. 
In cooking and lighting energy, refugees based in Mahama spent the highest share 
of their total expenditure (27%), followed by Gihembe (21%); Kiziba (15%); 
Nyabiheke (13%); Kigeme and Mugombwa (in both cases just over 6%) 
These high figures reveal a gap in terms of refugees' access to alternative energy 
sources, mainly for domestic cooking purposes. However, after the recent deployment 
of alternative energy supplies (liquefied petroleum gas) in camps like Mahama, there 
could be some impact on the spending pattern, which could be factored into the next 
assessment. The corresponding figure for urban refugees is around 8.3%. 
For the neighboring host Communities, food expense is also the top sector 
(54.25%) followed by education (15%); clothing (11.25%), energy for cooking and 
lighting (5.25%), Transport and Communications (3.25%); savings (2.25%), others 
(8.75%) (See figure 4). 
In urban areas, expenditure related to house rent / shelter becomes the first (around 
40%) while food expenditure accounts for just over a third of their total expenditure 
(34.5%) for any given period. Other expenditure items include education (14.3%), 
"Science and Education" Scientific Journal July 2021 / Volume 2 Issue 7
www.openscience.uz 339
cooking fuel and lighting (8.33), clothing and other non-food items (7.25), transport 
and communications (1, 5%). 
 
Source: Livelihood Assessment Field Survey, June-July 2019 
It should be noted that refugees based in camps have free access to education, 
unlike urban refugees. Likewise, the surrounding host communities have 
comparatively higher education expenditures due to other associated costs related to 
education (uniforms, books, etc.). 
1.3. To what extent refugees and their host community’s deficit in meeting basic 
needs under current income/expenditure pattern;  
On average, more than 13% of all camp-based refugees and 6.3% of urban 
refugees are extremely vulnerable and lack the capacity to engage in income-
generating activities (see Table 2). These groups depend solely on external aid, 
including humanitarian cash transfers (CBIs) and peer support. Many of them are 
elderly, chronically ill, physically disabled and have no active family members. They 
continue to deserve to be supported by direct humanitarian aid and protection support. 
While humanitarian aid is available for refugees in the camps, no major support is 
available for urban refugees except for the newly introduced health insurance, which 
has yet to be rolled out. Through group discussions, urban refugee groups revealed 
their desire to return to refugee camps as they struggle to make a living in the urban 
space (especially in the case of Kigali). However, the roll-out of health insurance for 
urban refugees could curb this trend towards mobility, as many identified cases 
mentioned their difficulty in accessing health and education services (for their 
children), which they can no longer afford. The rate of households that cannot afford 
basics needs is particularly high in Kigeme (16.3%), Mugombwa (15.5%) and Mahama 
(15%) followed by a moderate rate of over 12% in Gihembe (12.8%) and Nyabiheke 
(12.3%).  
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As several large interventions have started such as the Misizi Marshland project 
covering 300 households and the Give Directly lump sum cash transfer project 
covering all households with a valid identity card in Mugombwa camp, it would be 
interesting to see the results of such an investment, in the next evaluations. 
Refugees in camps reported less than 2% as a “no deficit” group, which is 
interestingly the same as refugees living in urban areas. There is also no major variation 
according to the camps; everything varies between 0.6 and 3.6%. On average, about 
7.8% have a low deficit. 
Table 2: Proportion of refugees (camp based and urban) and host communities who 
cannot afford basic needs (self-reported) 
Category Camp  Urban Host 
No deficit (Non-poor) 1.7 1.8 11.5 
Low deficit (poor) 7.8 5.0 32.5 
Moderate Deficit (Moderate poor) 45.7 40.7 46.5 
High Deficit (Extreme Poor) 
Of which Dependent Poor /protection group 
44.8 52.5 9.5 
13.3 6.3 0 
Source: Livelihoods Assessment Field Surveys, June-July 2019 
On average, about 45% of all camp-based refugees are in high deficit, of which 
32% are extremely poor and 13% are dependent poor (see figure 5). 
 
Source: Livelihoods Assessment Field Surveys, June-July 2019 
The results show that Kiziba camp has the highest concentration of around 55% 
with high deficit or extreme poverty, followed by Nyabiheke 52.8%, Mugombwa 
49.2%, Gihembe 42.4, Mahama, 38%, Kigeme 31.4%. In urban areas the rate (52.5%) 
is slightly higher than the camp average (see figure 6 below). 
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Source: Livelihoods Assessment Field Surveys, June-July 2019 
1.4. Current challenges and barriers to pursue livelihoods activities and economic 
inclusion 
Current challenges and barriers to pursue livelihoods activities and economic 
inclusion, as reported by the refugees, include:  
• Limited access to financial services (capital, loans, financial education)  
• Limited employment opportunities for refugees who have finalized their 
studies at various levels (senior six, university degree and masters). However, 
unemployment is not an issue only for the refugees; this is applicable for the host 
communities as well. 
• Some refugees face challenges during job recruitment in both private and 
public institutions. There are excluding criteria in the recruitment process such as; 
possession of the Rwandan national identity card and the health insurance card which 
are usually part of the requirements for job application  
• Some refugees reported that there are differences in job remuneration/wages 
for refugees in comparison with nationals with the same (or similar) qualifications, 
skills and responsibilities. e. g: casual work daily wage in construction activities is 800 
Rwf for refugees while Nationals performing same duties get 3,000 Rwf/day. Refugees 
also reported that the skilled refugee workers are not getting competitive market wage 
rates. However, it is to be noted that all camp-based refugees receive humanitarian 
assistances (including monthly Cash assistance for food/non-food items). 
• Limited access to market-based vocational training and start-up capital/kits  
• Limited access to land for farming/livestock  
• Refugee ID cards are not valued for jobs and driving permits (with some 
exceptions).  
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• Youth groups identified lack of recognition of Proof of Registration or even the 
Refugee ID in accessing jobs, lack of capital, market space and mobility as the key 
barriers to work outside the camps. For business and self-employment in the camps, a 
number of practical challenges were also identified which include lack of space for 
doing businesses, particularly at the market places; lack of basic and financial literacy; 
lack of capital etc.  
• Lack of talent development interventions for youth  
• Limited freedom of movement – only short period permissions are provided by 
camp management for refugees to go outside the camp (about 3 months permission 
which is perceived to be short time for refugees who go to seek jobs outside the camp) 
• Limited access to energy/power for productive use and other infrastructures 
(e.g. Markets and roads) 
• Refugees still have high dependency on UNHCR and humanitarian assistance 
that one may argue as ‘dependency syndrome’. It is also evident from the assessment 
that livelihoods support so far extended to the beneficiaries were inadequate to meet 
the needs of the ground, particularly to enable the refugees to become self-reliant 
gradually.  
IV. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This livelihoods assessment provides important lessons to be shared between 
UNHCR operations and other humanitarian and development actors in Rwanda and 
around the world. The recommendations made below are a combination of the 
perspectives of refugees and host communities as well as information from the study 
results. 
Key recommendations include: 
• Scaling up access to financial services 
• Facilitating increased access to market-based TVET and start-up capital/kits  
• Advocating for refugees’ access to job opportunities, land, competitive market, 
wages for skilled refugee labour, recognition of refugee IDs cards and removal of other 
non-legal barriers for refugees to enjoy their right to employment  
• Facilitating youth talent development 
• Facilitating access to renewable energy for productive use and strategic 
infrastructures (common markets refugees and host communities, roads, etc) 
• Scope for improving infrastructure (market, transportation of goods and 
services, roads), low cost innovative approaches should be pursued in partnership with 
government, private sectors and other development agencies (e.g. World Bank).  
• Need for multi-year livelihoods supports for durable solution. This will also 
allow UNHCR to advocate for economic inclusion of the refugees and other persons 
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of concern through strategic engagement with the government agencies, other 
development actors and funding agencies.  
• Scaling up the livelihoods interventions (e.g. Graduation Programme) by 
reaching all eligible beneficiaries gradually–particularly by linking with markets. To 
support the current unmet need, UNHCR needs to mobilize resources and/or facilitate 
funding for operational partners and establish partnership with other development 
partners and private sectors to increase self-reliance of the refugees, particularly in the 
context of the operation’s plan for graduating refugees out of humanitarian assistance 
(CBI). Allowing more lump-sum cash transfer, joint agricultural project involving the 
host communities 
• Need for strengthening more solution focused and real time monitoring and 
supervision by UNHCR and IPs as well as joint MINEMA-UNHCR team during year 
end evaluation of partner activities.  
• Improving communication at all level is very critical. GoR, UNHCR and all 
implementing partners need to ensure regular sharing of information with the 
beneficiaries and other persons of concern, particularly during the design and inception 
of any new interventions. Organizing training for relevant staff of the IPs and UNHCR 
about the project objectives, standard operating procedures (SoPs) and monitoring and 
evaluation. More dedicated livelihoods specialists (national) to be deployed in the field 
offices for enhancing technical monitoring.  
• Finally, taking a whole of society approach UNHCR with MINEMA and other 
partners to advocate for increased refugee inclusion in the government and 
development partners’ planning and programming as well as access to employment, 
financial services and market opportunities. Similarly, eligible member of the host 
communities should be included in the livelihoods and economic inclusion 
programmes, where applicable. 
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